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Aftermath of Victory: As “liberal” newspapers concede the rout of Truman by J. Edgar Hoover and 
and, Attorney General Brownell, Washington asks —— what next in the exposure of the Red plot? The Jenner 
her. Committee, after its brilliant job in the past twenty-four hours, might well seek to answer one highly im- 
portant question: Who brought this Russian spy known as White into the U.S. Government? 

This query has not been answered, although the official version is that Professor Viner, the monetary 
mit- expert, introduced White into Federal Employment in the early Thirties. We learn from sources, who 
were in a position to know the facts at that time, that Viner was not the man, that the man who launched 
White on his extraordinary career in Government was none other than a famous Washiagton official David 
the K. Niles, long a powerful White House aide under both Roosevelt and Truman. ~«« 

There never was any secret made that Niles was in charge of “minority problems” nor that he acted 


re for many years as liaison between the White House and the Communist Party. Niles, whose real name 
/om- was Neyhus, came from Boston where he met White, who was born and raised there. Dubbed “Devious 
ask Dave”, Niles certainly — all observers agree — had a “passion for anonymity”, as it was often remarked 
a in those New Deal days. He resigned from the White House staff about two years ago, with a warm 


letter of commendation from President Truman, and he died about a year ago. 

that Probing the trail of Niles in official and personal files would probably provide a al east solu- 
tion to a mystery which has baffled old observers in Washington, and which surrounds the very center of 
the whole Communists-in-government issue. The latter have always felt certain that someone on a high 
nany level helped the rise of such characters as Hiss and White, whose ascent to important places was too sure and 





ling, rapid to suggest any other interpretation. Who was that person? Harry Hopkins and Mrs. Roosevelt 
were names often the subject of such speculation. Just as often, but very sotto voce, the name of Niles 
recurred. 

V all Even otherwise relentless congressional probers remained too timid, despite much prodding, to look 
into the matter of Niles when he was living and to put him on the stand. It remains to be seen now 

alms whether they will tackle perhaps the most sensational of all investigations. ” 

ning hy 

ship After Five Years: Whatever else may be said of the controversy raging since Brownell’s speech, there 

© re is no controversy over one fact — that Harry D. White, once Assistant Secretary of Treasury, was a 
Soviet spy. Yet, it might be well to recall now that five years ago this charge resulted in torrid news- 
paper abuse of those who gave testimony to this effect. It might be wholesome now if some of the jour- 

eace- nals would read what they published five years ago. 

What For example, the Washington Post, now in the van of anti-McCarthy forces, in August, 1948, com- 


mented on the testimony which Elizabeth Bentley, confessed Communist, gave to a congressional commit- 
tee. The Post editorially lambasted the committee inquiry as “reprehensible” and as a “circus of 
d by publicity by a muddle-headed and foolish woman who admits that a lack of truth was one of the principles 
she embraced when she became involved with ‘the Communist espionage network’.” The Post praised the 
criticism that congressional committees were “vying with each other in hoisting Elizabeth Bentley into a 
notoriety that in the light of her revealed character may not be entirely unwelcome. For what she has done 


the average reader will wonder why she is not before a grand jury answering one of a variety of possible 
charges.” 
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Then, the Post editors might well read the words of J. Edgar Hoover given in testimony in the last 
twenty-four hours. Hoover mentioned Miss Bentley who, he said, has been subjected to “the most 
searching of cross-examinations; her testimony has been evaluated by juries and reviewed by the courts 
and has been found to be accurate”. And perhaps, then, the Post will accord the courtesy of an apology 
to this woman, five years later. 


Hail to Hall: As we go to press, the President’s statement about “no Communist issue in 1954” has 
reached the street. GOP politicos’ faces fell when they read it because it seemed a cold douche after the 
happy victory of yesterday over Truman. Veteran observers here hastened to predict that almost all 
GOP members of Congress would run independently of the White House next year, if Ike continued to 
show such a chilly attitude toward the big issue of Communism. Then came GOP Chairman Len Hall’s 
clever comment, verbally twisting Ike’s statement into meaning a promise that all security risks will be 
ousted by 1954. But Hall also revealed himself as a statesman of a high order when he said: “Com- 
munism is the basic issue of our times. I am confident that not only in 1954 but for years to come the 


American people will not forget which party let Communists into the Government and which party drove 
them out.” 


Not Merely Gossip: Among those who see President Eisenhower, a number report that he talks about 
retiring in 1956. Now, it is usual for a President to adopt the position that he will not run again, but 
this phenomenon has never occurred so soon after election as in the case of Eisenhower. Some observers 
report that Ike finds his duties more onerous than expected and doesn’t like the developing political fric- 
tion which he apparently never anticipated. It is recalled now that originally Ike hoped that he would 
be nominated by both parties and would rule without any partisan trouble. Also, it is mentioned that 
he will be 66 when next a Presidential year rolls around. All such talk may eventually vanish, of course; 
but there’s no doubt that many here are listening, discussing and speculating. 


@ The State Department has received a dismaying report from one of its staff who has just re- 
turned from New York after a sampling of public opinion on the subject of the United Nations. It has 
been supposed that, whatever the reaction against the international body in the rest of the country, New 
York would remain faithful to it. Not so— says the State Department functionary who reported that in 
all ranks of the population great discontent with and much criticism of the UN prevailed in New York 
City. The causes of this discontent, it seems, range all the way from anger at the presence of paid 
American Commies in the UN to disgruntled shopkeepers who complain that UN people aren’t good cus- 
tomers. Whatever the cause, anti-UN sentiment is growing in the city where the international organization 
has its headquarters. 


State Department Holdovers: A year has passed since the GOP victory at the polls and, as we 
recall it, the electorate developed hopes during the campaign that not only Acheson but all his crowd would 
be swept out of the State Department. Last July, we reported that such a hope had not been fulfilled. But 
we were cautioned to “wait a bit” and “give the guy a chance”. 

Today we receive a copy of the State Department telephone book, issued November, 1953, and we 
compare it with the edition published just a year ago the same month. Reluctantly we report that there’s 
scant evidence of a cleanout, little to show that the bureaucrats who served and advised Acheson so well 
have been ousted. 

True, examination of today’s directory shows that the top positions there are occupied by new men, 
by Mr. Dulles, Walter Robertson, etc. But as we look through the numerous ranks of the “middle bu- 
reaucracy’’, the chiefs of numerous little divisions and sections, the men who write the reports and make 
the recommendations on which “those upstairs” act — the evidence is overwhelming that these men, who 
really run the State Department, are the same as those who assisted Mr. Acheson in forging the disastrous 
policies which bore his name. 











most 








Running down the important divisions in the classified section of the Department’s phone directory, 
we note that the Policy Planning Staff contains three names, all veterans of the Acheson regime; and the 
division known as Executive Secretariat is the same. There is an Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. He is this year a former Republican (but New Deal Republican) Congressman, Thurston 
Morton. Last Spring GOP members complained that the State bureaucrats who came up to the hearings 
in the Capitol to ask for money were the same ones that they had seen year after year under the Demo- 
crats. These Congressmen were told to have a little patience. But as they are now listed in the No- 
vember book, the very same ones will again next session mount the Hill to tell the Congressmen. 

There’s an Assistant Secretary of State for UN Affairs. Under him 6 out of 8 assistants are the 
same as a year ago. And one section — called UN Political & Security Affairs — is identically the 
same. Take the Legal Section. ° Apart from the top position, all assistants are the same as they were in 
November, 1952. These are the “experts” who plan the State Department strategy to defeat the Bricker 
Amendment. The same goes for the important Economic Affairs Division and the various geographical 
sections covering the whole world; etc., etc. 

All this may be true, we hear it said, but aren’t all these bureaucrats old veterans, having been in the 
State Department and Foreign Service since way back in the Twenties? Aren’t they veteran technicians, 
civil servants with a passion for non-partisanship? The answer may be found in Professor James L. Mc- 
Camy’s book The Administration of American Foreign Affairs (1950) which showed that 77% of indi- 
viduals in places of influence in the Department had been in the Department less than 5 years. The public 
has forgotten (but Washington hasn’t) that after the war the Truman Administration literally dumped 
the personnel of such war-time agencies as Office of War Information (OWI), Foreign Economic Ad- 
ministration (FEA), Office of Strategic Services (OSS), and other odds and ends into the State Depart- 
ment, swelling its staff to truly imperial style. Many of these intruders were Commies, the overwhelming 
majority New Dealers. The Truman bosses blanketed these ranks into civil service. 

In short, time for a change came and a year has passed, and still no change. If Undersecretary W. 
Bedell (“Beetle”) Smith and Undersecretary for Administration Donald B. Lourie really wanted a 
change, they have not effected it and they must face a Congress next January which will want to know why. 


Committee of One Million: A month ago we commented on the scant publicity given to a petition, 
circulated by former President Herbert Hoover and signed by many important personalities, expressing 
opposition to admission into the UN of the Red Chinese Republic. We learn now that the signatures have 
mounted to six figures and a committee has been formed to push the drive. Since many readers have 
written to us for more details, we are happy to offer the following information. 

The organization is known as the Committee for One Million and copies of the petition may be ob- 
tained at its office at 36 W. 44th St., New York 36, N.Y. Its Steering Committee is headed by former 
Senator Warren Austin, Chairman; Joseph C. Grew; Walter H. Judd; John W. McCormack (Minority 
Leader, House of Representatives); H. Alexander Smith; John Sparkman; Charles Edison, Treasurer; 
Marvin Liebman, Secretary. The petition states eight reasons for opposition to the admission of Red 
China to the UN and winds up: 

“Therefore, the undersigned Americans respectfully request the President of the United States that 
he defend the freedom and decency of the Free World by continuing firmly to oppose admission of the 
present so-called Chinese People’s Republic to the United Nations. They express the wish that their peti- 
tion be communicated to the United Nations and the hope that their appeal for peace and freedom will 
be heard and be supported by all freedom loving peoples and governments throughout the world.” The 
Committee states that the petitions will be collected, bound, and then forwarded to the President as a 
“mass expression of the American people against the admission of Red China to the United Nations”. 
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DISCRIMINATION AT CHRISTMAS 


Some of your friends would best like to be remembered this Christmas with a subscription to 
HUMAN EVENTS. Why? Because they are your friends. 


As you are a reader of this publication, it can be assumed that you associate with people 
interested in public affairs. For them, you could not select a more appropriate gift. Not only 
will this commentary on the course of events appeal to them, but every week it will be a welcome 
reminder of an intellectual bond between you. 















At least six of your friends are in this category. Below is space for six subscriptions; if you 
want to remember more, a letter will serve as a subscripiton blank. 


Time is getting short. Send in your Christmas subscriptions now — and just before Christmas 
your friends will receive the first number, with proper notice, of course, that you are the cause 
of its coming. 


Keep in mind, too, that whenever thereafter you meet with these people, conversation will be 
enlivened with some such remark as “according to HUMAN EVENTS .. .” 


Christmas Gift Subscription Rates — 1953 


Two or more 3-month subscriptions at $2.50 each; two or more 6-month subscriptions at $5.00 each; two or more 
annual subscriptions at $9.00 each. 




















A gift card, in your name, will accompany the first issue of each Christmas subscription. To make sure this card 
is properly inscribed, please indicate just how the inscription should read. 


A $50.00 order entitles you to a free bound copy of HUMAN EVENTS for 1953 (regular price, $4.00). 
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THE SHAPE OF THE NEW APPEASEMENT 


By WILLIAM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 


iow SOVIET NOTE of November 3, which finally banged the door, at least for the 
time being, on wishful dreaming about a cozy four-power conference where interna- 
tional tensions would abate in some miraculous way, is one of the most arrogant com- 
munications ever addressed by one great power to others. As conditions for a vague 
intimation of willingness to “talk” about the unification of Germany the Kremlin lays 
down conditions which would only seem realistic if the United States and the Western 
powers had been completely defeated in war. 

Its demands, backed by the truculent threat that refusal to sign on the dotted line 
will mean “increased threat of a new world war’’, may be briefly summarized as follows. 
There must be no conferences, no joint action on the part of the United States, Great 
Britain and France. Red China must be promptly admitted to the United Nations and 
a conference on a Korean and Far Eastern settlement can only be held if all Soviet and 
Communist Chinese demands are satisfied in advance. 

Germany is to be dealt with as if it were still the conquered, prostrate country of 
1945, on the basis of that “scrap of paper”, the Potsdam Agreement. American overseas 
air and naval bases, one of the principal deterrents to Soviet atomic and military adven- 
tures, are to be liquidated. There is to be an end of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 
zation and, of course, of any attempt to integrate Germany with Western Europe. 

Such a display of arrogance is foolish and will probably be self-defeating. It should 
be a silencer for the fuzzy minds and faint hearts whose specialty is to plead for ‘‘one 
more talk with Moscow” (as if there had not been plenty of talk at Teheran, Yalta, 
Potsdam and the many deadlocked conferences of the postwar years) before some ele- 
mentary measure of European defense like the rearming of Germany is started. The end 
product of conversation with the U.S.S.R. is an introduction to more conversation. 

Yet, there is a disquieting element in this Soviet demand for “unconditional surren- 
der”. It would never have been put forward, in all probability, if the new masters of 
the Kremlin had not been encouraged by the mounting wave of appeasement on both 
sides of the Atlantic during the last few months. This wave reached as high as the 
august figure of Sir Winston Churchill and it has threatened and still threatens to erode 
the bases of the firmer and more courageous statements on foreign policy by President 
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles. 
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WwW IS THE SHAPE OF THE NEW appeasement? Its main driving forces are overseas, 
The 25 per cent of the vote which is regularly cast for the Communist Party in 
France speaks for itself. A prominent French intellectual, himself a vigorous anti-Com- 
munist with a record in the Resistance, said to me: “It will be harder to be in the 
resistance next time, if the Russians occupy France. For every fourth house will be an 
enemy house.” 


Apart from Communist sympathy there is a widespread neutralist, ‘“‘plague on both 
their houses’ spirit in France. This is spearheaded by the leading French newspaper 
Le Monde, which became hysterical over the execution of the Rosenbergs and which can 
always be depended on to shy verbal brickbats at the United States on such issues as the 
rearming of Germany, recognition of Red China or the holding of the line in Indo-China. 


There is a similar mood in the powerful opposition British Labor Party. Like Prime 
Minister Nehru and other spokesmen for India our “candid friends” in the Labor ranks 
dispatch all their directed verbal missiles at the American target. One would have to look 
very hard in the fine print of the resolutions passed by Labor Party Congresses to find any 
intimation that the Soviet Union is at least partially responsible for the chronic state of 
high international tension. In England, it seems, the pro-Soviet line expresses itself in 
anti-Americanism. 


The Soviet peace offensive which set in shortly after Stalin’s death and ground to a 
full stop after the revolt in East Germany last June was admirably tailored to suit the 
psychological needs of the appeasers. Its significance was vastly overestimated. Trivial 
acts, which usually consisted of temporarily ceasing to do things that no civilized state 
would have done in the first place, such as imposing vexing and humiliating restraints on 
the movements of foreign diplomats or refusing to permit Russian wives to leave the 
country to join foreign husbands, were played up out of proportion to their real importance. 


Even such an experienced statesman as Sir Winston Churchill, who struck one of the 
first powerful notes of alarm about the scope and threat of Soviet designs in his Fulton 
speech in 1946, was taken in. He furnished grist for the appeasement mill in his speech 
before Parliament on May 11, when he called for a top-level meeting of leading states- 
men with no prior commitments or agenda (the pattern of Yalta all over again) and 
somewhat vaguely suggested a non-aggression pact between the West and the Soviet 
Union along the lines of the Locarno Treaty of 1925. 


It is surprising that such a veteran negotiator as Sir Winston did not realize the 
great psychological disadvantage from which the side that makes the first overtures, in 
hot war or cold war, must suffer. It is the loser, not the winner, who traditionally throws 
in the sponge. The prospects for the success of an international conference at any level 
will be bright only if and when the Soviet leaders take the initiative in seeking such a 
gathering, which they show no inclination of doing at this time. 

















It may be that at some future time a non-aggression pact between the Soviet Union 
and the western powers, including, one might hope, a federated Europe, would be a 
constructive development. But to suggest such a pact now is to put the cart ahead of a 
horse that has not even emerged from the stable. Before a non-aggression pact could 
make political sense, or give any promise of being kept, Germany would have to be 
reunited in freedom, and with a frontier which a German government could honorably 
and honestly accept as final. And the Soviet grip on the satellite states would have to 
be relaxed. There is no indication now that either of these developments is likely to occur 
in the near future. 


Te VOICES OF THE new appeasement in America are a motley crowd. One recognizes 
the old familiar fellow-travellers, now draped in the protective camouflage of anti- 
anti-Communism. (‘‘We are not Communists, but. ...”) There are individuals so 
emotionally committed to the late war, so intent on still fighting Hitler, Mussolini and 
Japanese militarists that they do not seem to recognize the new team of enemies which 
our sweeping victory in the last war helped to make so formidable. The war in the 
offing is not World War II. 

There are some of the oracular pundits of the last war who have not adjusted them- 
selves to the consequences of their own and the Roosevelt Administration’s sad lack of pre- 
vision as to the kind of world that was emerging from that war and the need for a swift 
drastic reorientation of American foreign policy. There is the unfortunately large group 
of Americans who repudiate sympathy with Communism and yet shrink from the logical 
consequences of recognizing Communism as a threat at home and abroad. 

A good example of this kind of confused thinking, which bogs down in contradictions 
at every turn, is the letter recently issued by the General Council of the Presbyterian 
Church to members of 8,000 congregations throughout the country. This communication 
starts out by admitting the necessity of serious thought about the menace of Communism 
and the aim of its leaders to subvert the thought and life of the United States. 

Then, and most illogically, the letter proceeds to denounce in extravagant terms 
what Congressional committees are doing to uncover the scope of Communist conspiracy 
and to make Communist subversion and infiltration more difficult in the future. ‘Some 
Congressional inquiries have revealed a distinct tendency to become inquisitions .. . 
which find their historic patterns in medieval Spain and in the tribunals of modern 
totalitarian states.” 

The letter contains quite unwarranted slurs on the honesty and credibility of those 
repentant ex-Communists who have borne witness to the conspiracy which they now abhor. 
And there is the stupid and thinly veiled anti-Catholicism in the following innuendo: 

““Many of these witnesses have done no more, as we know, than transfer their 
allegiance from one authoritarian system to another.” 





There is here an implication, both insulting and unjustified, that Communism and 
Catholicism may be bracketed as ‘authoritarian systems’. 

Finally, the letter offers “‘talk, unhurried talk . . . talk which takes place in private” 
as the only kind of approach which can lead to sanity and fruitful understanding. 
To the Poles and the other peoples behind the iron curtain, to the nationalist Chinese 
in exile on Formosa, that kind of ‘talk’ could conceivably be spelled ‘‘sellout’’. 

(Incidentally, this pronouncement of the General Council has been met with a 
storm of resentment within the Presbyterian Church, from both laymen and clergy.) 


MERICAN FOREIGN POLICY operates under the handicap of pressures which do not 
A exist for the Kremlin. No Soviet commentator will tell Malenkov that he is too 
obstinate and inflexible. No professor or publicist in Moscow or Warsaw or Prague will 
publicly announce that war is so terrible that no concessions by the Soviet side are too 
great for the purpose of avoiding such a disaster. No deputy in the Congress of Soviets 
will urge Malenkov and Molotov to start a trip of investigation to Washington, London 
and Paris, to see whether there may not be some prospect of peace. The well-tamed 
Soviet Orthodox Church will never put out a message comparable with that of the 
Presbyterian Church. 

In the West, on the other hand, every voice of defeatism, of naive appeasement, 
of confusion and inaction, is free to shout itself hoarse. This is implicit’ in free 
institutions and reasonable Americans would not have it otherwise. 

But it is clear that if the new appeasement is not to do as much harm as did the 
wartime appeasement that reached its climax at Yalta, the men responsible for our 
foreign policy must often dig in firmly and brace themselves with the familiar college 
football slogan: Hold That Line. By all means let us display tact and flexibility in 
small things. By all means let us argue our case patiently and reasonably over and over 
again before the United Nations and other forums of world opinion, not overlooking 
American opinion. 

But let us never again commit the combined crime and blunder of sacrificing faithful 
friends in the vain hope of placating implacable enemies. Let us never for one moment 
think of casting a tried and dependable friend and a potential ally of great value like 
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer to the wolves of French neutralists, British Bevanites and 


Americans who haven’t outgrown the psychology of the Morgenthau-Harry Dexter White 
Plan for the industrial destruction of Germany. Let us think of Chiang Kai-shek and 
Syngman Rhee before we get involved in a flirtation with Red China. And let us never 
forget that a policy of appeasement, of one-sided concessions, of trading substance for 
shadow, is always in the red. 
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